Introduction
Yard waste, i.e. grass, leaves, and brush, is the second most prevalent material in municipal solid waste (MSW) in the United States, following paper products. Many communities have implemented, or will implement in the near future, centralized composting facilities for yard waste, in many cases using curbside collection.
Collection cost plays a significant role in the curbside collection of yard waste. First, the amount of material collected per residence is small compared to the total waste stream. Second, considerable time can be wasted in driving by non-participating residences. Thus, route time, i.e. the total time spent collecting yard waste on a given route, may vary considerably depending on the amount, number, and distribution of residences setting out yard waste. Finally, collection may be further complicated if it involves additional on-route tasks, such as debagging. Fig. l(a) . Estimated mean route times divided by the number of units collected (RTU) are shown in Fig. 1 (b) . The curve shown in Fig. 1 that the vehicle(s) will be used ineffectively. Table 2 indicates that at 35% SOR, one vehicle can collect all 5000 residences, while at 40% SOR, two vehicles are required. At 35 and 40% SOR the fractional NOV is 0.96 and 1.06, respectively. Thus, the one vehicle required at 30% SOR is used to 96% of its capability, while the two vehicles needed at 35% are only used to 53% of their capabilities. This can be further illustrated by examining plots of NO V and NO V per unit collected (A~9~/) vs. SOR (Fig. 2) . Though the general trend is for NOVU to decrease as SOR increases, it &dquo;jumps&dquo; whenever an additional truck is added.
LR increases with SOR from 56 collector-hours week-' to 258 collector-hours week-', at 5 and 100%, respectively, while LR per unit collected (LRU) decreases from 69 to 16 collector-hours week-' 10000 units-' (Fig. 3) . As shown in Fig. 3 
Modification of collection practice
The procedures outlined in this paper allow the engineer or planner to explore the effect of modification of collection method or practice on collection efficiency and feasibility. The modification of collection method is explored elsewhere (Everett & Shahi 1996b In order to explore the effect of r, H, Nd, and Cw, each was varied one-by-one, holding all other parameters constant. This is not meant to imply that no more than one parameter can be varied simultaneously; this procedure is followed here to simplify presentation. Using the parameters shown in Table 1 as a base condition, r was allowed to take the values 1.5, 2, and 2.5, H was allowed to equal 8 and 10 h, Nd was allowed to equal 1 and 2, and Cp was allowed to equal 5 and 6 days. (1), r=1.5, (6), r=2.5.
The effect of these variations on v is shown in Fig. 4 The effect on LR is shown in Fig. 6 . Note that r is not included in the figure as it has no effect on LR. The base condition is indicated by the horizontal line at 0.
Increasing CP from 5 to 6 working days produces a constant 2.1 collector-hours week-' increase over the entire range of SOR. This indicates that working 6 days per week will not reduce labor costs. Increasing H to 10 or decreasing Nd to 1 both decrease LR. However, the maximum decrease-for Nd =1 1 and SOR =100%is less than 20 collectorhours week-', a reduction of less than 8%. It appears that labor requirements are relatively insensitive to the variations in collection practice presented here. 
